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DETAILED ACTION 

Claims 1-3, 5, 6, 8, 10-23, 25-27, 31-33, 46, 50, 53, 60-62 are pending in the application. 

This Office Action is in response to the Amendment filed on 5/12/08. 

Response to Amendment 

Acknowledgement is made of the submission of the amended specification. The objection 
to the specification has been withdrawn in view of the amendment. 

The objection to claims 1-33, 46, 50-53 has been withdrawn in light of the amendment. 

The rejection of claims 7, 11, 21-33, 51 and 52 under 35 U.S.C. 1 12 2 nd paragraph has 
been withdrawn in light of the amendment. 

The rejection of claims 1-3, 5, 6, 8, 10-23, 25-27, 31-33, 46, 50, 53, 60-62 under 35 
U.S.C. 1 12 1 st paragraph is maintained for reason set forth of the record mailed on 1/10/08 and 
further discussed below. This rejection is moot to canceled claims 4, 7, 9, 24, 28-30, 51 and 52, 
and includes newly added claims 60-62. 

Claims 8 and 13 are rejected for new matter for reason given below. 

Claim 12 is rejected under 1 12 2 nd paragraph for reason given below. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of making 
and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the art to which it 
pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall set forth the best mode 
contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

Claims 1-3, 5, 6, 8, 10-23, 25-27, 31-33, 46, 50, 53, 60-62 are rejected under 35 



U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph, as failing to comply with the written description requirement. The 
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claim(s) contains subject matter which was not described in the specification in such a way as to 
reasonably convey to one skilled in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the 
application was filed, had possession of the claimed invention. This rejection is re-written to 
address the amendment. 

The written description requirement is set forth by 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph which 
states that the: "specification shall contain a written description of the invention. . .[emphasis 
added]." The written description requirement has been well established and characterized in the 
case law. A specification must convey to one of skill in the art that "as of the filing date sought, 
[the inventor] was in possession of the invention." See Vas Cath v. Mahurkar 935 F.2d 1555, 
1560 19 USPQ2d 1111,1117 (Fed. Cir. 1991). Applicant may show that he is in "possession" of 
the invention claimed by describing the invention with all of its claimed limitations "by such 
descriptive means as words, structures, figures, diagrams, formulas, etc., that fully set forth the 
claimed invention." See Lockwood v. American Airlines Inc. 107 F.3d 1565, 1572, 41 USPQ2d 
1961, 1966 (Fed. Cir. 1997). 

In analyzing whether the written description requirement is met, it is first determined 
whether a representative number of species have been described by their complete structure. 
Next, it is determined whether a representative number of species have been sufficiently 
described by other relevant identifying characteristics. Claims 1,21 and 62 recite a polypeptide 
encoded by a nucleic acid that hybridizes under stringent condition to T22G5.2 clone, with 
recited hybridization conditions. Claims 46, 60 and 61 recite a polypeptide has 95% identity to 
the Ibp-7 polypeptide in Table 3 and 6. The claimed genus of polypeptide encompasses a large 
number of polypeptide with various sizes and function because nucleic acid hybridizes to 
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T22G5.2 clone only need to share some sequence homology with T22G.2, and such nucleic acid 
may encode polypeptide of different function than lbp-7 (encoded by T22G5.2). The lbp-7 is 
listed in the Table 3, 6 and 8 of the specification for genes with aging function in different 
genetic background (Table 3 and 8) and a list of class 2 genes (Table 6) with aging function. The 
specification discloses that lbp-7 is differently regulated in daf2 or dafl6 genetic background in 
C. elegans, being upregulated when dafl6 activity is inhibited and is downregulated when daf2 
activity is inhibited, and asserting that lbp-7 is a candidate gene for shortened life span. 
However, while the specification also discloses other genes in this category, the specification 
fails to disclose whether polypeptide sharing sequence homology with lbp-7 up to 95% is also 
differentially regulated in same manner as lbp-7 in C. elegans. Similarly, the specification also 
fails to disclose whether polypeptides encoded by a nucleic acid that hybridized under stringent 
conditions as recited to the complement of T22G5.2 nucleic acid are also regulated in the same 
manner as lbp-7. While the skilled artisan is able to identify the genus of nucleic acids hybridize 
to T22G5.2 and polypeptides having 95% homology with lbp-7, whether these polypeptides 
sharing 95% homology with lbp-7 or encoded by nucleic acids hybridize under stringent 
condition as recited would be differentially regulated in the same manner as lbp-7 in C. elegan is 
unpredictable because neither prior art nor the specification teaches such variants, and thus the 
structural functional relationship is missing. A search of the prior art reveals only limited 
information regarding lbp-7, which teaches that T22G5.2 is expressed at a lower level in daf-/- 
mutants. However, this does not remedy the deficiency of the instant specification for fail to 
provide sufficient description for the claimed genus of polypeptide that are used to identify a 
compound that modulates aging. Since the specification only discloses the lbp-7 polypeptide 
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encoded by the sequence of T22G5.2 is a candidate gene for shortened lifespan in C. elegans 
without teaching what structure/sequence of the T22G5.2 is important for such function, or 
which activity of lbp-7 is responsible for such function and its corresponding structure, it would 
have been hard for a skilled artisan to envision the structure of the lbp-7 which is responsible for 
the life shorten function. As such, the method of using the claimed genus of polypeptides to 
identify compound that modulates aging lack adequate description because the specification does 
not provide sufficient description to this genus of polypeptides . Thus, the specification thus fails 
to describe the claimed genus by a representative number of species by their complete structure, 
nor other identifying characteristics to demonstrate Applicants had possession of the claimed 
invention at the time the application was filed. Therefore, the written description requirement is 
maintained. 

Response to Arguments 

In response to this rejection, Applicants argue that the specification as filed disclose the 
functional characteristics of the encoded lbp-7 protein, which is disclosed in Tables 3, 6 and 8 
that describes lbp-7 as a fatty acid binding protein, and the expression of T22G5.2 is regulated in 
an age dependent manner. The specification also teaches that T22G5.2 is decreased in daf2- 
mutants of C. elegans, and upregulated in a daf2- and dafl6- double mutant. Applicants further 
argue that hybridization condition is stringent which limit the number of sequences that can 
hybridize to the full length of the recited T22G5.2 nucleic acid. Applicants assert that claims 3, 
5, 22, 23, 61 and 62 should not be rejected because functional requirements are not recited in 
these claims. Applicants further assert that the disclosure of every single gene or amino acid 
sequence is not required by the written description requirement because other distinguishing 



Application/Control Number: 10/536,635 Page 6 

Art Unit: 1636 

characteristics can be used to describe a nucleic acid or amino acid sequence. Applicants assert 
that T22G5.2 nucleic acid and the encoded lbp-7 polypeptide are from C. elegans, whose 
genome was sequenced and published in 1998 and the sequences can be found in databases. 
Applicants assert that using this publicly available sequence information and the specification, 
the skilled artisan would recognize that the inventors had possession of the invention at the time 
of filing. Applicants further indicate that the present application provides the first evidence that 
T22G5.2 gene and its encoded lbp-7 protein regulate aging, and the claims are directed to 
methods of identifying modulators of aging by identifying modulators of the lbp-7 protein 
activity or expression. Applicants reason that since the structures of the T22G5.2 nucleic acid 
sequence and the lbp-7 amino acid sequence were known at the time of filing, the written 
description requirement is met. 

Furthermore, Applicants assert that claims 46, 60 and 61 and dependent claims that recite 
specified percent identity to a reference sequence comport with the Revised Written Description 
Training materials issued in March 25, 2008. Applicants refer to example 1 1 A to demonstrate 
that the claimed method in claims 46, 60 and 61 satisfy the Written Description Requirement. 
Applicants also refer to example 6 of the training material to demonstrate that claims 1,21 and 
62 satisfy the written description guideline, and conclude that the amended claims all have 
sufficient description from the instant specification. 

The above arguments have been fully considered but deemed unpersuasive. The reason 
for the claimed invention that lack adequate description is set forth in the previous office action 
and reiterated above with regard to the amendment. With regard to the argument of the disclosed 
function of lbp-7, Applicants are reminded that the alleged function of the claimed genus of the 
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nucleic acids and the polypeptides encoded by such nucleic acids need to be related with the 
structure/sequence of the nucleic acids or polypeptides. Otherwise, a skilled artisan would not be 
able to envision the common structure of the claimed nucleic acids or polypeptides based on the 
alleged function of said nucleic acids or polypeptides. In the instant case, while nucleic acids 
hybridizes under stringent condition to the nucleic acid of T22G5.2 is limited in number by 
homology to said sequence, they still encompass a great number of nucleic acids of varying 
lengths which potentially can hybridize to any part of the 22254 base pair T22G5.2 sequence. 
The specification alleges that T22G5.2 encodes lbp-7 which binds fatty acid and is differentially 
regulated in daf2 and daf2dafl6 mutants. However, it is unclear which part or domain lbp-7 is 
responsible for fatty acid binding function, and which part or domain is necessary for regulating 
aging in C. elegans, or whether these domain(s) are same or different. The specification further 
fails to provide nucleic acids or polypeptides that share homology with T22G5.2 or lbp-7 which 
has the same alleged function. While not every species needs to be described to satisfy the 
written description requirement, the specification still needs to provide adequate description of 
characteristics which can make a skilled artisan be able to identify the structure of the claimed 
genus of nucleic acids or polypeptides based on the alleged function. Without such information 
(no description in specification and not known in the art), whether altering any amino acid 
sequence of lbp-7 or part of the sequence from T22G5.2 that encodes any part of the lbp-7 would 
still retain both alleged function of the lbp-7 is unpredictable. Thus, the claimed function would 
not be tied to a unifying structure of the claimed genus of nucleic acids and polypeptides 
encoded by said nucleic acids. Since the instant claims are drawn to a method of identifying a 
compound that modulates aging using the claimed genus of nucleic acids and polypeptides 
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encoded by said nucleic acids, but not nucleic acids or polypeptides themselves , the function of 
the claimed genus of nucleic acids and polypeptides encoded by said nucleic acids is required in 
order to practice the claimed method. As such, although claims 3, 5, 22, 23, 61 and 62 do not 
recite functional requirements of the nucleic acids or polypeptides, the written description 
analysis needs to include the function of said nucleic acids and polypeptides because it is 
required to perform the method of identifying a compound that modulates aging. For this reason, 
the above claims are also rejected for lack of description. With regard to the argument based on 
public availability of the C. elegan sequence T22G5.2 and lbp-7, Applicants are reminded again 
that it is not sufficient to have possession of the nucleic acid sequences and polypeptide 
sequences at the time of filing. The structural and functional relationship between the sequences 
and alleged function is important to satisfy the written description requirement for instant claims 
because the function of such claimed genus of sequences is required to practice the claimed 
invention. As discussed above, the specification needs to provide description of either a 
representative number of species by their complete structure or other relevant identifying 
characteristics. For reasons given in the previous office action and above, the specification fails 
to do both. As such, the claimed method lacks adequate description. 

With regard to Applicants' argument base on the training materials, Applicants are 
reminded the examples cited are different from current situation. While both example 1 1 A and 6 
are directed to claims drawn to a product, the instant claims are drawn to method of using a 
product based on the function of the product. Claim 1 in example 1 1 A does not recite the 
functional limitation to the isolated nucleic acid, whereas the instant claims are drawn to method 
of using the claimed nucleic acids or polypeptides based on their function. While claims 1-3 in 



Application/Control Number: 10/536,635 Page 9 

Art Unit: 1636 

example 6 do recite the function of a kinase, a kinase is an enzyme well known in the art that 
posses conserved kinase domain wherein the structure/sequence can be readily identified. As 
such, the partial sequence in this example is sufficient for the description based on its kinase 
function. This is not the case for the instant claims. As stated above, the instant claims are 
drawn to method of using the claimed nucleic acids or polypeptides based on their function, 
wherein the age modulating function of the claimed lbp-7 polypeptides are not known to tied to 
any structure/sequence known in the art or described by the specification. As such, a skilled 
artisan would not be able to envision the structure of the claimed genus of nucleic acids or 
polypeptides based on the alleged function. Therefore, for reasons given in the previous office 
action and above, this rejection is maintained and also extend to newly added claims 60-62. 

Claims 1-3, 5, 6, 8, 10-23, 25-27, 31-33, 46, 50, 53, 60-62 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
112, first paragraph, as failing to comply with the enablement requirement. The claim(s) 
contains subject matter which was not described in the specification in such a way as to enable 
one skilled in the art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make 
and/or use the invention. This rejection is re-written to address the amendment. 

There are many factors to be considered when determining whether there is sufficient 
evidence to support a determination that a disclosure does not satisfy the enablement requirement 
and whether any necessary experimentation is "undue." These factors include, but are not 
limited to: (a) the nature of the invention; (b) the breadth of the claims; (c) the state of the prior 
art; (d) the amount of direction provided by the inventor; (e) the existence of working examples; 
(f) the relative skill of those in the art; (g) whether the quantity of experimentation needed to 
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make or use the invention based on the content of the disclosure is "undue"; and (h) the level of 
predictability in the art (MPEP 2164.01 (a)). 

The nature of the invention 

The nature of the invention is a method for identifying a compound that modulate aging 
by contacting a test compound with a polypeptide encoded by a nucleic acid that hybridizes 
under stringent condition to the complement of nucleic acid of T22G5.2, or a host cell that 
express lbp-7, or a biochemical system that comprises a C. elegans lipid binding protein-7, 
wherein the lbp-7 has 95% identity to lbp-7 in Tables 3 and 6, and determine the effect of the 
compound upon the activity or expression of said lbp-7, wherein a difference between the control 
without the test compound indicates the compound modulates aging. The dependent claims are 
further drawn to such a method wherein the activity of the lbp-7 is measured by transcription of 
the nucleic acid, fatty acid binding to the polypeptide, expression of an age associated gene, 
duration of the lifespan, wherein the host cell is a C. elegans cell, a mouse cell, a rat cell, a 
human, a whole organism of C. elegans, mouse, rat or human. 

The breadth of the claim 

The breadth of the claim is very broad. The claimed scope encompasses identifying a 
compound of any nature by contacting it with a polypeptide encoded by a nucleic acid that 
hybridizes under stringent condition to the complement of T22G5.2, and determine any type of 
the functional effect upon the polypeptide. The claimed scope also encompasses identify a 
compound that is able to modulate aging in any organism. 

The teaching of the specification 
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The teaching of the specification regarding how to identify a compound that modules 
aging by contacting it to the claimed polypeptide is rather limited. The specification teaches 
using microarray and other methods to identify genes that changes expression in daf2 or dafl6 
mutants which prolongs life in C. elegan. The specification discloses class 1 and class2 genes 
which affect the lifespan of C. elegan differently. However, the specification fails to teach what 
the effect T22G5.2 has in this process is. Although T22G5.2 is listed in Table 3, indicating it is a 
class 2 gene, whose transcription is decreased in daf2 minus genetic background, but is increased 
in daf2-dafl6- double mutant in C. clegans, the specification does not provide an explanation of 
what roles lbp-7 listed in Table 3 has in the aging process. Even the prior art teaches that lbp-7 
is a fatty acid binding polypeptide, the specification does not disclose how the fatty acid binding 
activity of said polypeptide or its variants having 95% homology would relate to the age 
modulating function of said polypeptides. Moreover, while it appears that lbp-7 is a downstream 
target of daf and/or dafl6, it is unclear whether changing in the expression of said lbp-7 without 
daf2 and or daf 16 genetic background would result in a difference in aging in C. elegans. In 
other words, the specification fails to explain how to identify a compound that can modulate 
aging simply by contacting it to the polypeptide encoded by T22G5.2, lbp-7 or sequence 
homologous to lbp-7 or a cell that expresses lbp-7. The specification fails to establish a nexus 
between the functional effect such as fatty acid binding or increased transcription of T22G5.2 to 
the aging process in C. elegan. Moreover, the specification also fails to teach whether the 
observed differential regulation of the expression of T22G5.2 in C. elegans is also observed or 
may be used to predict the same effect in other types of cells or whole organism drastically more 
complicated than C. elegans, such as mammals even including human beings. Based on the very 
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limited information provided in the instant specification, whether the claimed method may be 
practiced in any of the cells or organism as claimed is unpredictable. As such, one of skilled in 
the art would have to rely on the information available in art to practice the method as claimed. 

The state of art and level of unpredictability in the art 

The state of art at the time of filing is silent with regard to the claimed method. In fact, 
very little is known about the function of lbp-7, encoded by T22G5.2, with regard to its function 
in aging. Murphy et al. teach that lbp-7 is a downstream molecule of dafl6, whose expression is 
down-regulated in daf2- C. elegans, whose life is extended than the wild type. However, 
Murphy et al. do not provide further teaching on how to identify a compound that modulate 
aging by contacting said compound with a polypeptide encoded by T22G5.2, a nucleic acid 
having homology with T22G5.2, or whether lbp-7 modulates aging in any other cells or 
organisms. The prior art also fails to teach any polypeptide encoded by a nucleic acid 
hybridizable to the T22G5.2 which is related to aging. As discussed above, although C. elegans 
lbp-7 is differentially regulated in daf2- and daf2-dafl6- genetic background whereas the 
organism appears to have different lifespan, the specification at most teaches that lbp-7 may be 
downstream target of daf2 and dafl6, wherein its direct involvement in aging process is still 
unpredictable. Moreover, it is unclear what the nexus between its fatty acid binding activity to 
the alleged aging modulating activity is for this polypeptide. The prior art also fails to indicate 
how T22G5.2 is related to aging in cells or organisms other than C. elegan. As such, the nexus 
between those polypeptide and aging is missing. Consequently, whether the polypeptides, cell or 
organism expressing said polypeptides may be used to identify a test compound of any nature 
that can modulate aging is unpredictable. In view of very limited teaching from the prior art, it 
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does not remedy for the lack of guidance of the specification to enable a skilled artisan to 
practice the method as claimed. Since the prior art does not teach how to identify a compound 
that modulates aging by simply contact it with a polypeptide encoded by T22G5.2, a cell or 
organism expresses said lbp-7, and the specification does not teach how to practice the method as 
claimed, one of skilled in the art would have to engage in undue experimentation t o practice the 
method as claimed. Therefore, the claimed method is not enabled by the instant specification. 

Response to Arguments 

In response to this rejection, Applicants argue that the amended claims recite that the 
effect of the compound must be different than a control sample, and the breadth of the claim 
meets the enablement requirement. Applicants further assert that the specification provides a 
role for lbp-7 and its encoding nucleic acid for modulating aging, wherein such role is different 
regulation in daf2 or dafl6 background. Applicants assert that Table 8 presents that inhibition of 
lbp-7 polypeptide expression and activity leads to an increase in lifespan in certain genetic 
backgrounds, as compared to vector control, and the T22G5.2 specific RNAi molecule is a 
compound that modulates aging by modulating the activity of expression of the encoded lbp-7 
protein. Moreover, Applicants assert that since RNAi negatively regulates its target, it follows 
that inhibition of the activity of the lbp-7 polypeptide will similarly modulate aging. Applicants 
thus conclude that the claimed method is enabled by the instant specification. 

The above arguments have been fully considered but deemed unpersuasive. The reason 
for the claimed invention that lack adequate description is set forth in the previous office action 
and reiterated above with regard to the amendment. With regard to the argument directing to the 
breadth of the claim, Applicants are reminded that the breadth of the claim is rather broad in 
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view of the teaching of the specification for reason discussed above. Although the amended 
claims recite comparison to a control sample, the specification does not set forth what type of 
effect the skilled artisan should compare, and fails to established the nexus between 
increased/decreased lifespan in any type of cell or organisms to the expression or a specific 
activity (such as fatty acid binding) of the lbp-7. While Table 8 discloses T22G5.2 inhibition in 
C. elegans results in increased lifespan in certain background (nf-3?), it is unclear how this gene 
product affects aging in wild type C. elegan or other host cell with different genetic background. 
Further, since the compound of RNAi to T22G5.2 inhibits the expression and activity through 
decreased expression, whether inhibition of the activity, such as binding of the fatty acid to lbp-7 
alone would also increase lifespan of C. elegans is unpredictable. Moreover, the specification 
also discloses that T22G5.2 is decreased in daf2- mutants with extended lifespan, which appears 
to indicate that a decrease in T22G5.2 would extend lifespan. This would appear contradict the 
effect seen in a different genetic background as disclosed in Table 8. The specification also 
discloses that no single RNAi treatment other than daf 1 6 RNAi itself completely suppressed the 
lifespan extension of daf2- mutant, indicating that the multiple effecter genes, whose expression 
is coordinated by daf2 pathway act in a cumulative manner to influence aging because most 
genes have a relative small effect on lifespan. As discussed in the previous office action and 
above, the duration of lifespan in different organisms are regulated by a complex pathway which 
involves many different genes functions in a dynamic manner wherein the evolution from lower 
organism to higher organism also contributes to the complexity of this network. Based on the 
teaching of the instant specification of very limited knowledge of lbp-7 in certain mutant strain 
of C. elegans to extend or shorten lifespan, whether this polypeptide or its homologues can 
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modulate aging in C. elegans of different background is unpredictable. Further, whether this 
polypeptide or its homologues can modulate aging in other types of cells or organisms which has 
entirely different genetic background from C. elegans is also unpredictable. As such, one of 
skilled in the art would have engage in undue experimentation to practice the claimed method of 
identifying compounds that modulates aging in any cells or organisms of any genetic background 
using a cell expressing lbp-7 or its homologue, or simply the polypeptide of lbp-7 or its 
homologue sharing 95% identity. Therefore, for reason set forth in the previous office action 
and above. This rejection is maintained. 

New Grounds of Rejection Necessitated by Amendment 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

Claims 8 and 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph, as failing to comply 
with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which was not 
described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled in the relevant 
art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, had possession of the claimed 
invention. This is a new matter rejection. 

Claims 8 and 13 recite determined an effect of the compound on the lbp-7 fatty acid 
binding activity to determine whether age is modulated by said compound. This newly added 
limitation is not supported by the specification. In other words, while the specification discloses 
measuring age associated effect of a compound, it does not specify the effect is the fatty acid 
binding activity, and the specification also fails to describe how the fatty acid binding activity of 
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lbp-7 is related to aging in a cell or organism. Therefore, such newly added limitation constitutes 
new matter which is not supported by the specification as filed. 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claim 12 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as 
the invention. 

The recitation of "wherein the cell that expresses lbp-7 polypeptide is a C. elegans, 
mouse, rat, or human" renders the claim indefinite because it is unclear how a single cell may be 
an organism such as mouse, rat or human. 

Conclusion 

No claims are allowed. 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
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however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to CELINE X. QIAN whose telephone number is (571)272-0777. 
The examiner can normally be reached on 10-6:30 M-F. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Christopher Low can be reached on 571-272-0951 . The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/Celine X Qian / 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 1636 
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